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Abstract approved
This project was a.n exploratory study of malperformance
among 60 children of the seventh grade of Creston Elementary
School, Portland, Oregon. This cla.ss was described as an unusually
disruptive group of students and was considered by the school as one
of the most troublesome in the school's history. The study focused
on the concept of malperformance itself and the reliability of its
assessment. The major hypotheses were these:
A. Teachers are consistent among themselves in how they
define rnalperformance and in whom they designate as rnalperformer s.
B. Teachers' and students' estimation of the students' level of
perforrnance in the dimensions studied are positively related.
C. A student's self .. estirnate in the dirnensions studied is
related to his estimation of the teachers' reactions to hirnself and
other classrnates.
D. The label of ITlalperforITler is as sociated with lower ratings
of personal behavior and school subject grades.
E. Factors of sex, age, and 1. Q. are related to ITlalperfor-
ITlance.
Each teacher was asked to define ITlalperforITlance and to iden-
tify malperforITling students in his class. Each student was asked if
he felt the teacher s liked hiITl and if they were fair. The Pupil
Behavior Inventory, -a standardized rating scale dealing with five
areas of student behavior, was adITlinistered to the teachers. A
ITlodified form of the Pupil Behavior Inventory was adITlinistered to
each student to deterITline his asses sment of his own behavior. Data
was analyzed with the help of statistical tests of significance to
evaluate the differences obtained.
Study findings did not support the hypothesis that teachers are
consistent among theITlselves in how they defined 1l1.alperforITlance
and which students they designated as 1l1.alperfor1l1.ers. Ea.ch teacher
defined ITlalperfor1l1.ance differently. SOITle definitions were difficult
to interpret in ter1l1.S of specific behavior traits. There was only
53% ITlarginal probability that another teacher would agree when a
particular teacher designated a student as a 1l1.alperforITler. How-
ever, there was no significant difference in the nUITlber of students
designated as ITlalperforITler s by each teacher.
Findings yielded evidence to support the hypothesis that there
is a positive relationship between the teachers' estimation of the
level of the students' performance and the students' own assessment
of his performance. Students designated as normals rated their own
behavior very clo se to teacher rating s. In contrast, malperformer s
tended to rate their behavior much higher than did the teacher s; how-
ever, malperformer self-ratings were lower than self-ratings of the
other students.
Malperformer s had lower per sonal behavior and school subjec t
grades than normals. No significant differences were found in the
1. Q. range for normals and malperformers.
This study indicated the need for Inore clarity and consistency
in evaluating student behavior within the school systeIn. Further
research is needed in developing methods of identifying problem
students and how to best help theIne
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SELECTED FACTORS IN ASSESSMENT OF A GROUP
DESIGNATED AS SCHOOL MALPERFORMERS
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Backgroun,d
Creston Elementary School, Portland Public Schools, Oregon,
had been concerned for several year s about an unusually disruptive
clas s of childre~which was considered by the school as the mo st
troublesome class in the school's history. In the Spring of 1967
these students were in the seventh grade. All 38 boys in a class of
.62 boys and girls combined wer~ considered to be malperformers,
many since kindergarten and primary grades. All but two of these
children were Caucasian. The 38 boys were described as demon-
strating underachieving,. apathetic, immature, and, in some instances,
delinquent behavior. They were also described as dependent, and
very competitive among themselves, and apparently did not operate
as a gang. The neighborhood in which the children lived was de-
scribed as middle-class, but undergoing transition to lower class.
The parents of these rnalperformers were perceived as being gen-.
erally uninterested in their children's school behavior.
In the Spring of 1967, the principal of Creston Elementary
2School approached the School of Social Work, Portland State College,
for possible help in dealing with these children. A prograTIl was
worked out for a research exploratory study to be conducted by four
social work students. They were to study what influences were
iTIlpinging on these boys that TIlight have a relationship to their dis-
ruptive behavior. These graduate students were also to be placed
in Creston School for their field work assignm.ent, to work with the
malperforming children. The study was arranged to test the child-
ren before and after social work services were provided, in order to
test the effectiveness of the services.
This original research prograTIl was disrupted. The School
Social Work Office of the Portland Public Schools could not provide
supervision for the field placement due to a severe budget cut. As
a result of the elimination of the student field work assignment at
Creston School, the purp()se of the study was reformulated as
described in the following section.
Purpose and General Approach
The present study was an exploratory study of malperformance
among the students of the 7th grade of Creston Elementary School,
during Spring, 1967. The sample studied constituted 97% of the
class at the cut-off date ..
MalperforTIlance is a cOTIlplex and confusing concept. It is
3difficult to identify the phenomena to which the concept relates. The
term does not apply to an objective fact but, rather, is relative to
the setting, the time, and the perceiver. Because of the difficulty
in understanding what is meant when a child is designated as a school
malperformer (or problem-child, behavior problem, misbehaver),
the research group saw a need for a standardized way of measuring
justwhat behavior was being manifested by the 7th grade students at
Creston School.
The main purpose of this study was to determine the nature,
extent, and degree of the malperformance in this group.
Another major purpo se of this study was to explore relevant
variables and to derive hypotheses for further investigation.
An attempt was made to determine the .sim.ila~ities and differ-
ence s among the teacher s in judging student behavior; to determine
. the similarities and differences between the students' views of their
own behavior and the teacher s' view s of the students' behavior; and
to discover if these similarities and differences were related to mal-
performance.
A standardized rating scale dealing with five areas of behavior
(classroom conduct, academic motivation and performance, socio-
emotional state, teacher dependence, and personal behavior) was
administered to the teachers. A modified form of this rating scale
was aqministered to each student to see how he rated his own
4behavior. Also, each teacher was asked to define 'lrnalperformance"
and to identify the malperforming students in his class. Results were
analyzed and statistical tests of significance were used in evaluating
difference s obtained.
Ba.ckground data on age, 1. Q., behavior grades, and subject
grades were gathered as possible associated factors.
Although it was recognized that innumerable and complex fac-
tors are involved in influencing behavior, the study of this group of
children was limited to information related to, and obtained within
the school setting.
Theory and Hypotheses
The study focus was guided by the general theoretical frame-
work of Vinter and Sarri as expres sed in their article, "Malperforrn.-
ance in the Public School: A Group Work Approach" (1). They make
three important and basic poi.nts:
a. Standards for academic achievement and for desirable con-
duct vary among schools and even within the same school. These
variations mean that such types of malperformance as underachieve-
ment, classroom misconduct, and failure to adjust are not identically
defined since different standards and judgments are used.
b. Schools differ in regard to curricula, r,esources, teacher
competencies, student bodies and school organization. This makes
5for a wide variety in student learning enviromnents, in opportunities
for achievement or adjustment, and in conditions that shape the
meaning of the school experience.
c. There are significant differences among schools with regard
to their procedures for identifying and coping with student malper-
formance.
Malperformance should be viewed as resulting from the~­
action of both student characteristics and school conditions. Mal-
performance does not inhere primarily in the attributes of pupils.
Vinter and Sarri point out that once a student has been identified as
an underachiever or as disruptive, this social recognition may sig-
nificantly affect his public identity, his self-image, and his motiva-
tion to achieve. Such identification has important implications for
how the student is sub sequently dealt with by the school and for how
his school career is shaped.
The hypotheses for the present study were formulated in con-
formance to the above theoretical framework. The guiding hypo-
theses of the present study were:
a. Teachers are consistent among themselves in regard to
how they define flm.alperformanceH and whom they choose as mal-
performer s.
b. Teachers' and students' estimations of the students' level
of performance in the dimensions studied are po sitively related.
6c. A student's self-estimate in the dimensions studied is
influenced by his estimation of the teachers' reactions to himself
and to other classmates.
d. The label of 'malperformer llf is associated with lower
ratings of personal behavior and subject grades.
e. Factors of age, 1.0., and sex are related to m.alperform-
anceD
Because this was an exploratory study these hypotheses were
subject to modification as new hypotheses emerged.
This type of study is im.portant to the field of Social Work for
several reasons: (a) Social workers in the school setting frequently
work directly with the child who is considered to be a malperformer.
(b) Social workers are increasingly called in as consultants to teach-
er sand princ ipals who are struggling to under stand and deal with
m.alperformers in their schools and classes. (c) Even in settings
outside of the school, social workers deal with children whose prob-
lems are integrally related to school. (d) Social workers staff
children's institutions and clinics where there is need for new
knowledge about child behavior. (e) Social Work cannot be effective
without reliable information about the people and institlitions with
which it is concerned.
7Review of the Literature
The literature was explored especially for studies having to do
with self-perception and self-concept and their relation to Illalper-
forIllance in the school setting. Most of these studies concluded that
there was a relationship. Few, however, pointed to a siIllple causal
relationship between the variables of self-perception or self-concept
and IllalperforIll"ance. It should also be noted that the definitions of
self-perception and self-concept varied with each study. The follow-
ing review is not a full chronological or topical report of the litera-
ture covered but, rather, is liIllited to that Illost pertinent for this
study.
Increased attention has been paid in recent year s to the rela-
tionship between children's self-perception and their behavior and
achieveIllent in school. Wickman's study in 1928 was one of the
first (2). He concluded that by counter-attacking the aggressive
kinds of probleIll behavior which children present and by indulging
the withdrawing types, the teacher further cOIllplicates and rein-
forces the undesirable expressions of social behavior. He pointed
out the danger of a child identifying hiIllself with his Illisconduct to
the point where he no longer has confidence in his ability to Illeet
the standards of behavior set for hiIll.
Davidson and Lang concluded that (a) children's perceptions
8of their teacher s' feeling s about them correlated po sitively and
significantly with self-perception. (b) The m.ore positive the child-
ren's perceptions of teachers' feelings, the better was their aca-
demic achievement. (c) Girls perceived their teachers' feelings
towards them as more favorable than the boys did (3).
Studies by R. M. Roth (4), by Bruck and Bodwin (5), and by
Fink (6), all found significant relationships between adequacy of
self-concept and level of academic achievement. Fink found this
relationship to be unquestionable for boys, considerably less cer-
tain for girls.
Brookover, Pater son, and Thomas, in a study devoted to the
identification of students' self-concepts as learner s in relation to
their school achievement, concluded that there was a positive rela-
tionship (7). They also found that: 7th grade girls have significantly
higher mean self-concept of ability than 7th grade boys; self-concept
of ability is significantly related to the school achievement of 7th
grade girls and boys; a student's self-concept of ability is po sitively
related to the image he perceives significant others hold of him when
parents, teachers, and peers are identified as significant others.
Malpas s found a significant po sitive relationship between
grades and how students view such specific s as teacher s, discipline,
school work, and peers, as well as a generalized concept of school
(8) •
9Taylor and Com.bs attem.pted to dem.onstrate a relationship
between the ability of a child to accept threatening statem.ents about
him. self, and his adjustment (9). The better-adjusted group (as
determ.ined by scores on the California Test of Personality) checked
significantly m.ore item.s than did the poorer-adjusted group.
In a study by Yourm.an it was found that children identified as
"problem.s" and who change teachers at the end of the term. have
twice the chance of being considered well-adjusted and less than
half the chance of continuing as very serious "problem.s" the next
term when given a different teacher (10) 0 He concluded that the
judgm.ent of the teacher is vital to the ac tual adjustm.ent of the child.
Torch, in her study, stated,
The pattern that em.erged on the deviancy schema im.plies
that perceiving oneself as others do, even if that percep-
tion is negative to one's self=esteem, produces a situation
which has les s dam.aging consequences for the individual
than does a difference in perception of the individual's
behavior by self and other s. The perception of the devi-
ancy by self and significant other s should be thoroughly
investigated (11).
This study, it should be noted, is not conclusive but it does dem.on-
strate the complexities involved in the relationships between beha-
vior and self-perception.
Vinter and Sarri, in presenting prelim.inary findings for their
study, go beyond establishing a relationship between the variables
of self-perc eption and behavior and spell out som.e of the proces ses
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by which they have observed children to become more ingrained in
malperforming patterns (12). This involves an interaction between
student charac teristic s and teacher charac teristic s. It should be
noted that these are observations obtained as a result of intensive
group work services with school malperformers.
Many more studies have been conducted regarding the concepts
of self-concept and self-perception. Ruth Wylie's book, The Self-
Concept, includes an extensive bibliography of studies relating to
the se cone epts (13).
The literature was also explored for studies of other relevant
variables related to school behavior and achievement.
A study concerned with differences between boys and girls in
the school setting tested students' perceptions regarding who
received teachers' approval and disapproval. The results indicated
that boys received more disapproval from teachers than girls.
Meyer and Thompson concluded that teachers try to "socialize" the
boys by means of dominating counter-aggressive behavior (14).
Peck observed that more boys than girls were reported as
maladjusted in a ratio of 2 to 1 and fewer problems were necessary
to cause a girl to be regarded as maladjusted (15).
Whittier found that in all of the subjects but reading compre-
hension and arithmetic reasoning, the majority of the efficient
achiever s were girls. He concluded, also, that inefficient achiever s
11
were more self-accepting than the efficient achievers (16).
In an extensive developmental study of normal children,
Macfarlane, Allen, and Honzik concluded that 27% of the normal
boys "excessively demanded attention" at age 4. At ages 8, 9, and
10 they showed percentages of 22%, 23%, and 26% respectively.
There was a significant difference at the 1% level of confidence
between the sexes at 11 year s when the boys stood at 18% and the
g i r I sat zeTa (1 7 .) .
Baumrs study dealing with age of entrance to school concluded
that early entrance to school for boys resulted in their remaining
behind the class all the way through elementary school, whereas
this made little or no difference with girls who started to school at
an early age (18).
The results and conclusions of the various studies reviewed
lend support to the theoretical framework of Vinter and Sarri which
holds that malperformance should be viewed as resulting from the
interaction of both student characteristics and school conditions.
The present study attempted to explore some of these student char-
acteristics and school conditions, placing special emphasis on the
judgments of the teachers and students about student behavior and
the relationship between these judgments.
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CHAPTER II
METHODOLOGY
Definitions
The terms used throughout the following chapter s are defined
at this point in order to avoid the confusion of repetition and lengthy
descriptive phrases.
Class refers to the 60 students who were the subjects of this
study. It includes two homerooms that comprised the entire seventh
grade at Creston School in the Spring of 1967.
Malperformance refer s to a. judgment made by school per sonnel
that certain pupil behavior does not meet the standards of the school
or of the individual teacher.
Malperformer refer s to a student~ de signated by one or more
teachers as a student who did not meet the standards of the teacher.
The teacher selected the student as a malperformer by checking his
name on a list of the students.
Normal refer s to a student not checked by a teacher as a mal-
performer on the student check list.
Malperforming group refers to those students whom a majority
of teacher s designated as malperformer s.
Normal group refers to those students whom a majority of
16
teachers did not designate as malperformers.
Standard PBI refer s to the Pupil Behavior Inventory developed
by Vinter and Sarri for teacher s to use in rating student behavior
(1). (See appendix.) Standard PBI may also refer to scores obtained
from the use of the instrument.
Modified PBI refers to the altered form and procedures of the
Standard PBI used to obtain student self-ratings of their own beha-
vior. This alteration of the Standard PBI to produce the Modified
PBI is explained in detail below. The term Modified PBI may also
refer to the scores obtained from the use of this test.
Dimension refer s to anyone of the five categorie s of pupil
behavior of the Standard PBI and Modified PBI. These five dimen-
sions were: classroom conduct, academic motivation and perform-
ance, socio-emotional state, teacher dependence, and personal
behavior.
Item refer s to one of the 34 behavior s Ii sted on the P BI.
De signing and Planning
In the beginning phase of the research project many questions
were raised by the study group for possible exploration. These ques-
tions were related to the areas of student characteristics, peer rela-
tionships, the school setting, family characteristics and relationships,
and socio-economic factors. All these factors could be considered
17
important in influencing student behavior. However, two broad
areas requiring separate inquiry became apparent: (a) the factors
outside the school system which were affecting these students, and
(b) the relationship of the school setting to student behavior.
One of the influencing factors outside the school system that
was considered for study 'was peer relationships. What did the stu-
dents do after school and at night? To what member ship group s did
the students belong? With whom did the students participate in
activities outside the school?
A second factor outside the school system considered for
exploration was the home environment. What were the character-
istic s of the neighborhood? How permanent were the families in the
community? What were the social and economic characteristic s of
the families? What were the parental attitudes toward and expecta-
tions of the students and the school? What value did parents place
upon education? What responsibilities did the students have at home?
A third factor of concern outside the school system was the
personal characteristics of the students: age, sex, I.Q., and level
of maturity.
In the school system one area of influence on student behavior
would be the classroom. Significant factors to be studied might be:
\the student social system, group cohesion', leadership, peer rela-
tionships, class spirit, and class values.
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Second, the study group raised the que stion: Had there been
any changes in the school system, such as curriculum or teacher s,
which might have had an a.dverse effect on this particular class?
A third factor in the school system considered for exploration
was in the area of malperformance as ob served by the teacher so
What disturbing behavior did the students exhibit? What was the
degree of malperformance? Did all the students demonstrate this
behavior to the same degree? Were the teacher s consistent in whom
they chose as malperformers? Did the students see their perform-
ance and behavior in the same way that the teacher s saw them?
What guidelines were used for designating a student as a malper-
former? Were the expectations of behavior communicated to the
students, and was there a corresponding relationship to malper-
formance?
An initial objective of the study group was to explore what
manifested behavior was perceived as malperformance and if there
were any influential factors or traits.
While the objective of the study was to focus on the behavior
of the students, it became evident that before this could be done, a
knowledge was needed of the criteria used for judging malperform-
ance and how these operated in the school system.
The literature on performance in the clas sroom and concep-
tions of malperformance led the study group to explore what effect
19
the self-conception of a student had on his behavior and performance
and in what manner behavior and performance influenced the stu-
dent's conception of how other s perceived him in certain school
relationship s. To test this' question, the study group formulated
the hypothesis that the estimations by the teachers and by the stu-
dents of the level of performance of the students are positively cor-
related. Psychological studies had shown that students tend to
perform according to the expec tations of the significant per sons in
their lives. Teacher s have been shown through studies to be signi-
ficant persons. Therefore, since the school system had described
this particular class as malperformers, it would be expected that
the students would tend to see themselves as their teachers saw them.
The corresponding hypothesis asserted that self-estimate by
the student·, of his own behavior and performance is related to his
estimation of the reac tion of the teacher s to him self and to other
classmates. In the original plan not only reactions of teachers; but
tho se of other significant per sons were to have been explored.
There appeared to be general acceptance that this was a group
of malperforming boys. Stated hypothetically, teacher s are con-
sistent among themselves in how they define malperformance, and
whom they choo se as malperformer s.
It would be ,expected according to the fifth hypothesis, that the
malperformer s would be as sociated with lower rating s of per sonal
20
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services to malperforming students.
Vinter and Sarri state that: "This standardized form. elicited
ob servational information about clas sroom performance and behavi-
oral patterns and was validated for use as a sensitive indicator of
change tt (2).
The PBI was developed by Vinter and Sarri in connection with
the Neighborhood Service Organization and five public schools in
Detroit, Michigan. The PBI began with 1, 000 types of pupil behavior
suggested by professional practitioners and teachers. It was reduced
to 65 item s which could be evaluated from the ob servations of teach-
ers. The 65 items and a five-point scale, used for rating purposes,
were refined after field test in the schools. The material was ana ..
lyzed statistically! to determine the general criteria used by the
teacher s for rating clas sroom behavior. Also, the items were
organized according to a scheme that would be consistent with the
teachers' perception of the classroom situation. Three factor anal-
yses were made from which were derived the five PBI dimensions.
The number of items was further reduced to 34, with improved
efficiency of the measuring device. Other statistical analyses sup-
ported the claims of reliability and validity of the instrument (-3). A
copy of the PBI is included in the appendix.
The PBI was prepared for elementary and secondary school
per sonnel for a systematic evaluation of judgments by teacher s of
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classroom behavior among malperforming pupils utilizing five
dimensions of behavior which the teacher can observe. The first
dimension, "classroom conduct, U contains twelve items of student
behavior between the student and peer s and the student and teacher.
This measures the adaptability of the student for classroom man~
agement. The second dimension, "academic motivation and per-
formance, If has nine items centered on the motivation toward and
performance of academic tasks by the student. The third dimension,
lij
"socio-emotional state, " having five items, focuses on emotional
and socialwell being, the latter referring primarily to relations
with.peers. Dimension four, "teacher dependence," has two items
for measuring the need of the student for teacher reassurance.
Dimension five, "per sonal behavior, .. ha s six item s for measuring
the conformity of the student to community standards and values. \
The original plan of the study called for a comparison of the
self-concept of behavior and performance of the students before and
after social work services. It was desirable to use the same instru-
ment in testing the children. Since the PBI was designed for teach-
ers, it was necessary to use language understandable to the children
in a modified ver sion. It was desired that the students and teacher s
would respond to each item of behavior with the same under standing
of the intent of the statement. This was accomplished in modifying
the PBI through pre-testing described below. A copy of the Modified
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PBI is included in the appendix.
A tentative questionnaire to be administered to the students
was developed, based on studie s of students in junior high school.
Thirty-six influential factors on school performance were incor-
porated in the development of the questionnaire. The questions were
to help provide a broader description of the characteristic s of the
class in respect to their attitudes, self-images, commitment to
educational objectives, school experiences, peer and family relations.
Because Creston School unexpectedly closed a week early, only
the two questions which pertained tc? the current school situation
were administered in addition to the Modified PBI:
(a) Do you feel that your teacher s like you? Why?
(b) Do you feel that your teacher s treat you the same as the
other kid s? Why?
The study group selected 11 students of junior high school age,
to test for student understanding of the PBI instrument. These stu-
dents were not from Creston School. No standardized instructions
were formulated. It was agreed that the PBI items would be read
and the understanding of the terms was to be stressed with the stu-
dent. Necessary clarifications of the items used in this test were
recorded and later refined by the study group for a uniform list of
additions to the PBI which·then was called the Modified PBI.
The study group adopted a standardized introduction and
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instructions (see appendix) for administering the Modified FBI (34
items) and the questionnaire (36 open ended questions). Other stu-
dents, not in Creston School, were selected for a pre-test. The
Modified FBI, without the additions, was to be read to the student
one item at a time. If the student asked for a definition or appeared
to be troubled by an item, the additions were read to him. The ques-
tionnaire was also read by the interviewer and any problem.s with the
questions on the part of the student were noted.
To assist the student in 'the pre-test of the Modified FBI, a
continuum wa s drawn and labeled from "almo st never U at one end
to tfalmost always" at the other. The continuum line was divided
into five parts and labeled "very infrequently," tfinfrequently, "
tfsornetimes, tf "frequently" and "very frequently." The student
could point to the scale to indicate how rnuch the behavior item
applied to hini. This continuum was adopted for the administration
of the Modified FBI (See appendix).
Sampling
The seventh grade at Creston School was compo sed of two
horneroorns or classes. In this study, class refers to both home-
roorns and is the total nurnber of students, excluding five students.
Three students, although included in the testing, were not included
in the data as they had entered Creston School after the arbitrary
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Collection of Data
The principal was given a supply of the Standard PBI forrn.s.
The teacher s individually rated their students and the cOITlpleted
forITls were returned to the study group.
Two weeks were allowed to pass and in the sarn.e rn.anner all
five teachers were provided a. check list of all the students. The
instructions printed on the list were: (a) please place a check after
the narn.es of the students you consider to be rn.alperforrn.ers; (b)
cross out the narn.es of the students who are not in your classes;
(c) give a brief definition of ''rnalperforITlance tl as you perceive it
in the school setting.
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From this check list, a list of designated malperformers was
obtained. It provided a check of how consistently the teacher s as
a group saw each student as o. malperformer. A comparison could
be made for consistency in definitions of malperformance, in the
selection of malperformer s, and in the ratings of student behavior
on the Standard PBI.
It was arranged to a.dminister the Modified FBI and the two
questions to the class at school at the end of the school year. Inter-
viewing rooms were made available for the study group so that the
students were seen individually. No student was to be interviewed
outside the school setting. The standardized introduction and instruc-
tions were used.
The check list of students was divided in order to have an
equal number of boys and girls for each interviewer. The inter-
viewer s were as signed at randoIn to the group s of students. This
method of assignment was to control any biases which m.ight operate
on the par t of individual interviewer s.
The princ~pal sent the fir st students to each of the interviewer s.
Thereafter, the student returned to his clas srOOIn and inforIned the
next student to be interviewed where to report.
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Tabulation of Data
The Standard PBI was designed so that a hand-scoring method
could be used. The manual for administering the instrument con-
tained full instructions and materials for scoring. Positive behavior
items were scored from one to five. The score of five was given
when the desired behavior was ob served very frequently in the stu-
dent. When the trait was de scribed in negative terms, the scale was
inverted so that a rating of 5.0 would be the best score. An unrated
item was not used,
The recording and calculation of scores was done by the study
group in pair s for checking accuracy of data. Spot checks and c er-
tain rechecks were made to assure correctness. One tabulation of
the scores from the Modified and Standard PBI's allowed for individ ...
ual and group PBI scores by dimensions and total ratings. A second
tabulation allowed for analysis of scores according to number of
times the students were designated malperformers.
Statistical tests of ~ignificancewere used to test hypotheses
where appropriate as indicated in the findings chapter. Chi squares,
correlations, ratios, percentages and descriptive tests were com-
puted from the data.
The study group also tested a number of possible relationships
not a part of the major hypotheses. These tests will be reported in
the next chapter as they occur in association with the major hypotheses•.
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Work, Vol. 10, No.1 (January, 1965), p. 5.
,3. Vinter and Sarri, Pupil Behavior Inventory, pp. 2-4.
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CHAPTER III
FINDINGS
In this chapter the findings from the study of malperformers
in the Creston School seventh grade class are reported. Investiga-
tion was limited primarily to determining relationships between
teacher designation of malperformance and scores on the Standard
and Modified PBI. When appropriate, tests of significance of the
observed relationships were performed. Because of the complexity
of the data, necessary explanations of rationale and conclusions
indicated by the data were included in the text of this chapter.
The teacher s had been asked to write out a definition of mal-
performance as they perceived it in the school setting. Two teach-
er s defined malperformance as performance not in the be st interests
of the individual or the group. One of these teacher s specified that
malperformance had nothing to do with ability, and he excluded those
"unable to do class work. "
One teacher said that malperformance was conduct below the
expected standard, and he limited his definition to "social behavior."
Another teacher defined malperformance as having three
aspe<;:JI?:,erootional, social, and academic--and that a combination
of these resulted in poor attitudes towards school and other people.
The other teacher defined malperforrnance in terms of more
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specific behavior and stated that it included: "not wanting to cOnlply
with procedures and rule s set up for everyone; not taking 'no' for an
answer; trying to nlanipulate the teacher; disruptive in class; giving
teachers trouble for attention; and students who cannot be controlled."
Thus, it was seen that the five teachers involved in this study
varied in what they included in their definition of nlalperfornlance.
Furthernlore, such phrases as "best interests of the individual or
the group" and "poor attitudes" were subject to nlisinterpretation
when an attenlpt was made to deternline the nleaning of such phrase s
in terms of nlalperformance. This lack of clarity and consistency,
and its effect, if any, on judgments about student behavior, were to
be explored further in this study.
The teacher s had been asked to put a check mark after the
name of any student whoIn they consider ed to be a nlalperformer.
Perfect consistency aInong the teachers would require that either
no teacher or else every teacher would designate that a. particular
student was a malperforIner. There was cOInplete agreeInent anlong
the teacher s that 21 students were norInals; there was also complete
agreement that 3 students were malperforIners. There was dis-
agreenlent among the teacher s about every other student in the class.
For the entire class of 60 students, including normals, there was
70% agreeInent. There was 53% agreeInent for the 39 students whom
one or nlore teacher s de signated as a Inalperformer.
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As reported in Table I, ratios of agreement about every student
were determined, and the number of students was tallied for each
ratio. Table I shows there was a. difference in the number of students
for each ratio of agreement. However, there was no tendency for the
number to increase or decrease as the ratio of agreement increased
or decreased ..
TABLE I
AGREEMENT OF TEACHER RATINGS ON MALPERFORMANCE
Ratio of Agreement Number Designated
as Malperformer s
• 20 (l/5)1 9
.25 (l /4) 5
.40 (2/5) 2
.. 50 (2/4) 1
.. 60 (3/5) 9
.75 (3/4) 1
.80 (4/5) 9
1.00 (4/4) 1
1.00 (5/5) 2
39
1. Numerator is number of teachers designating malper-
former(s). Denominator is number of teachers judging a particular
pupil.
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Chi2 = 6.85, d.£. = 4, p. > .10 Null hypothes.i,s not r"ejected.
The result of the test used indicated that the obtained differences
could have occurred about 15 times in 100 by chance. Therefore,
TABLE II
TEACHER DESIGNA TION OF MALPERFORMERS
Teacher
A B C D E
Number of Normals 38 29 37 38 25
Number of Malperformer s 22 31 23 22 9
Total 60 60 60 60 34
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it was not demonstrated at the 005 level of confidence that there was
a true difference among the teacher s in the number of students each
designated as malperformer s. This te st did not determine in any
way whether the same individuals were designated as malperformer s
by the different teachers. It tested only the differences in the total
number de signated by each teacher.
Standard and Modified PBI scores were examined next to
determine the relationships between the ratings of student behavior
by the teachers, and the ratings by the students of their own behavior.
As explained in Chapter II, Standard PBI scores were ratings of stu-
dent behavior by the teachers. Modified PBI scores were the ratings
by the students of their own behavior 0 The same rating scale of 1 to
5 was used for both teacher and student ratings.
The Standard PBI was designed to compare teacher ratings of
behavior within a student groupo Lower scores indicated that the
teacher attributed a greater degree of malperformance to the student,
while higher scores reflected an increase in desirable behavior
traits. A particular score below a certain level did not indicate that
the student was a malperformer, nor did a score above a certain
level indicate that a student was a normaL However, scores could
be compared with scores of fellow students, or of other student
groups, or with an external criterion, such as the number of teach-
ers who indicated on a check list that a student or a group of students
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were malperformer s.
For the purposes of this study, it was assumed that the Modified
PBI could be used in the same manner as the Standard PBI in making
comparisons of student self-ratings. It should be kept in mind in
reading the following section, however, that the comparability of
numerical scores between the Standard and Modified PBI was not
established prior to this study.
Dimension scores on the Standard PBI and the Modified PBI
were averaged to obtain the TIlean score for each test as a whole for
every student. The range of the scores on the Standard PBI was
1.73 (2.88 to 4.61), while on the Modified PBI itwas 1.76 (3.05 to
4.81). The distributions of the TIlean scores for both tests are
reported in Figures 1 and 2. The TIledians and means are also
reported.
It was seen that teacher ratings and self-ratings for the boys
tended to cluster in the bottom half of the distribution while ratings
for the girls on both tests tended to cluster in the top half. On the
Standard PBI, the mean for the girls was. 55 higher than the mean
for the boys; on the Modified PBI the mean for the girls was. 23
higher than the mean for the boys. Since the distribution of scores
for the boys, girls, and the class as a whole were all bi-TIlodal, the
obtained TIleans need to be interpreted with caution. However, there
was a group tendency for boys to rate theTIlselves lower than the girls
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rated themselves. This tendency was consistent with the fact that
teacher s had rated boys as a group lower than they rated girls as a
group.
Table III reports the mean scores for boys, girls, normals,
and Inalperformer s, compared on the same te st. The term malper-
former here refer s to tho se students whom three or more teacher s
TABLE III
COMPARISON O:F:' MEANS ON EACH TEST
Standard Modified Standard Modified
PBI PBI PBI -PBI
Girls 3.96 4.10 Normals~:( -, 3.92 4.06
Boys 3.41 3.87 Malperformer s~:( 3. 19 3.83
,--
Difference .55 . 23 Difference .73 .23
~:( Three or more teachers designated student on checklist.
had designated as InalperforIners on the check list. Of the 28 stu-
dents thus designated, 26 were boys, which could explain the obtained
similarities between the boys and malperforIner s, and between the
girls and normals. The interpretation of these similarities is dis-
cus sed below.
Table IV reports the same Ineans as Table III, but compares
ratings of boys, girls, normals, and InalperforIners between the two
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TABLE IV
SELF RATINGS COMPARED WITH TEACHER RATINGS
Entire
Boys Girls Malper- Normal s~~Class formers*
Mod ified P BI 3.97 3.87 4.10 3.83 4.06
Standard P BI 3.66 3.41 3.96 3. 19 3.92
Difference . 31 .46 .14 .64 .14
~:~ Three or more teachers designated,
tests rather than on the same test. Means of scores for the entire
class on both tests are also reported in Table IV. It was observed
that the differences between self-ratings and teacher ratings were
identical and very small (.14) for the girls and normals. This indi-
cated that ratings of their own behavior by girls and normals, as
groups, were very close to teacher ratings of their behavior.
The differences between self-ratings and teacher ratings were
quite large for boys and malperforrners (.46 and. 64, respectively).
These differences indicated that boys and rnalperforrners, as groups,
rated their own behavior higher when compared to teacher ratings
than did girls and normal s. Although a fac tor analysis was not done,
these differences indicated that much of the difference between self-
ratings and\teacher ratings for the class as a whole (.31) could be
attributed to the malperformer s and to the boys as group s.
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For every group reported in Table IV, the means of Modified
PBI scores 'were higher than the means of Standard PBI scores.
There was a possibility that the consistent direction of these differ ...
ences could be due to a lack of numerical comparability between the
two tests. Therefore, the fact that Modified PBI scores were higher,
on the average, than Standard PBI scores did not necessarily reflect
a true difference in student and teacher rating s of student behavior.
In summary, the direction, size, and consistency of the differ-
ences obtained strongly indicated that the students designated as
normals tended to agree with the teacher s in rating their own behav-
ior. Students designated as malperformer s tended to rate their own
behavior much higher than the teachers had rated it. Similarly,
girls tended to agree with the teacher s in rating their behavior,
while boys tended to rate their own behavior much higher than teach...
er s had rated it.
It had been thought that students with very high or very low
teacher ratings would tend to rate themselves more toward the
average. A preliminary test of this possibility was made by treat-
ing the top half of the class, the bottom half of the class, and the
class as a whole as separate groups. The differences in the means
for each group on both tests are reported in Table V. The differences
in these means were in the same direction and almo st identical, which
indicated that there was no group tendency for Modified PBI scores to
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TABLE V
DIFFERENCE OF MEANS OF STANDARD PBI AND MODIFIED PBI
Mean, Top Half of Class
Mean, Bottom Half of Class
Mean, Total Class
Modified
PBI
4.28
3.67
3.97
Standard
PBI
3.94
3.36
3.66
Difference
-.34
-.31
-.31
regress toward the class mean of scores on the Standard PBI.
Rather, this finding indicated that not only was the spread of score s
on the two tests almost identical, but the distribution of scores on
the two tests were also very similar. This was hot immediately
evident from a comparison of the histograms in Figures 1 and 2.
There was a possibility that teacher designation of a student
as a malperformer or a normal was reflected in Standard and Modi-
fied PBI scores. To determine whether this relationship was pres-
ent, students were grouped according to how many teacher shad
designated each as a m.alperformer on the check list. The null
hypothesis states that the number of scores above and below the
class median are the same for each group on both tests. However,
it was observed that for students no teacher designated as a malper-
former, more scores fell above the median than below; for students
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designated by at least three teachersasmalperformers, mQre
scores fell below the Il1edian than above; and scores of students
designated by one or two teacher s as Il1alperforIl1er s were about
equally divided above and below the Il1edian. This relationship was
observed for both Standard and Modified PBI scores. The differ-
ences observed were tested for significance. For the Standard PBI
the result of the test was:
Chi
2
= 39.70, d.£. = 2, p. < .01 Reject null hypothesis
For the Modified PBI, the result of this test was:
Chi2 = 22.96, d.£. = 5, p. < .01 Reject null hypothesis
Thus, it was demonstrated at the. 01 level of confidence that teacher
de signation of students as malperforIl1er s or norIl1als was po sitively
related to scores on both the Standard and Modified PBI's.
To obtain another estiIl1ate of the relationship between Standard
PBI scores and Modified PBI scores, the correlation between self-
ratings and ratings of students by one teacher ondiIl1ension 2 (aca-
demic Il1otivation and perforIl1ance) was deterIl1ined. The coefficient
of correlation obtained was:
r = .32, d.£. = 58, p. < .01 Correlation significant
Therefore, in the academic motivation and perforIl1ance dimension,
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a low, positive relationship was delllonstrated at the. 01 level of
confidence between student self-ratings and teacher ratings of student
behavior. Lilllitations of tillle prevented determining correlations
between self-ratings and teacher rating s for all the teacher s in all
dimensions of the Standard and Modified PBI's.
To test further the relationship between Modified PBI scores
and teacher de signation of students as malperformer s, the perc entage
of scores above and below the median was determined for both ITlal-
performer s and normals. These percentages are reported in
Table VI. Reliability of the difference between these percentages
was tested against the null hypothesis that there was no true differ-
ence in the percentage of scores below the class ITledian for the two
groups.
The difference in the percentages observed was tested by pool-
ing the groups (1). The result of this test was:
t-score = 2.00, d.£. = 58, p. < .05
Since this test indicated that the observed differences would occur
not lllore than 5 tillles in 100 by chance, it further supported the con-
clusion that student self-ratings of their own behavior were positively
related to whether the teacher s, as a group, had de signated each as
a norITlal or a malperformer.
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TABLE VI
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN NORMALS AND MALPERFORMERS
ON MODIFIED PBI
Normals
Malperformer s ~c
Students
35
25
Total
Scores
175
125
Scores Percent
Below Below
Median Median
65 37%
79 63%
~:cTwo or more teachers selected asmalperformers.
As reported above, when the teachers had designated by means
of a check list which students were malperformers, there had been a
high degree of disagreement among them. The possibility that the
use of the Standard PBI would result in greater consensus among the
teacher s about student behavior was explored next. Ratings of the
behavior of each student on two dimensions of the Standard PBI were
compared for each teacher. The null hypothesis would have predicted
that the number of ratings above and below the median of each dimen-
sion would be the same for each teacher. The difference s ob served
among the teachers in ratings in the classroom conduct dimension
were tested for significance, and the result of this test was:
Chi2 = 8.72, d.£. = 4, p. > .05 Null hypo the si s no t r ejec ted
The differences observed among the teachers in ratings of student
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behavior in the acadeITlic 1l10tivation and perforITlance dill1ension were
tested for significance, and the result of this test was:
Chi2 = 8.72, d.£. = 4, p. > .05 Null hypothesis not rejected
Therefore, no true difference aITlong the teachers in their ratings of
student behavior on the Standard FBI was dell10nstrated at the. 05
level of confidence. However, the extent of agreeITlent aITlong the
teachers was not indicated by this test; it referred only to the fact
that a statistically significant difference all10ng theITl was not deITlon-
strated.
Next, the possibility was exall1ined that teacher ratings of
student behavior on the Standard FBI could distinguish tho se students
wholl1 a ll1ajority of teacher s had designated as ll1alperforll1er s froITl
tho se students wholl1 a ll1ajority of teacher s had de signated as nor-
ll1als. The null hypothesis would have stated that since the two
groups are froITl the saITle population, there would be no difference
between the ll1ean scores for each group in each dill1ension of the
Standard PBI. Tests of significance were run on the difference
between the ITleans of normals and malperformer s in every d ill1en-
sian of the Standard PBI. Table VII (page 45) reports the results of
these tests. A difference between the norll1als and ll1alperforll1er s
significant at the. 01 level of confidence was obtained in every dimen-
sion of the Standard FBI except the teacher dependence dill1ension.
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TABLE VII
SIGNIFICANCE OF THE DIFFERENCE IN STANDARD PBI
DIMENSION MEANS, NORMALS AND MALPERFORMERS
Dimension 1
Mean
Classroom Conduct
S.D.
Confidence
T -ratio Level
Normals
Malperformer s
Total Class
4.01
2.78
3.59
.562
.562
8.2 .01
Dimension 2 Academic Motivation and Performance
Normals
Malperformer s
Total Class
3.50
2.55
3.14
.5255
.5255
6.79 .01
Dimension 3 Soc io - emo tional State
Normals
Malperformer s
Total Class
3.92
3.33
3.70
.5551
.5551
3.93 .01
Dimension 4 Teacher Dependence
Normals
Malperformer s
Total Class
3.79
3.56
3.71
.5239
.5239
1.64 .10
Dimension 5 Per sonal Behavior
Normals
Malperformer s
Total Class
Grand Mean
4.45
3.67
4.16
3.66
.3678
.3678
7.8
N :; 60
.01
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Therefore, teacher ratings of student behavior on the Standard PBI
distinguished norITlals from malperformer s in four of the five dimen-
sions. Vinter and Sarri (2) had reported that the teacher dependence
dimension was less reliable than the other dimensions, particularly
for junior high school students. Therefore, the result obtained with
the Creston students was not inconsistent with the results obtained by
Vinter and Sarri with Detroit students.
Next, the diITlension score means and the total scores on the
Standard PBI for Creston students were compared with the means
reported by Vinter and Sarri for group s of Detroit students (3).
Table VIII (page 47) reports these mean scores for the entire groups,
and for the norITlals and ITlalperformer s in each group separately.
Malperformer s at Creston had lower mean scores in every dimen-
sion than the Detroit junior high school malperforITler s. Score s for
the normals at Creston were higher in every dimension except
teacher dependence. The Creston clas s total score on the Standard
PBI was slightly higher than the total score reported for the Detroit
male students. This was noteworthy because the group of Detroit
males included senior high school students whose scores on the
Standard PBI are higher on the average than the scores of junior
high school students.
The differences between the total Standard PBI scores for the
groups reported in Table VIII were compared with the standard
TABLE VIII
STANDARD FBI MEAN SCORES, CRESTON AND DETROIT STUDENTS
Males Norm.als Malperform.er s
Dim.ension
Creston Detroit Creston Detroit Creston Detroit
1. Classroom. Conduct 3.59 3.74 4.01 3.61 2.78 2.89
2. A-e ad em. ic Mo tivation
and Perform.ance 3.14 2.86 3.50 2.81 2.55 2.98
3. Socio-em.otional State 3.70 3.66 3.92 3.63 3.33 3.42
4. Teacher Dependence 3.71 4.06 3.79 3.99 3.56 3.77
5. Fer sonal Behavior 4.16 4.31 4.45 4.24 3.67 3.74
Total Standard PBI Score 3.66 3.60 3.93 3.66 3.18 3.36
~
-.J
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deviations reported in Table VII. It was determined by inspection
that there was not a statistically significant difference between the
Creston and Detroit students. This was true for normals, malper-
former s, and the groups as a whole.
TABLE IX
GRADES RECEIVED, SPRING, 1967
Academic Grades Behavior Grades
A B C D Inc E S N U
Normals 82 119 132 21 1 121 157 20 0
Malperformer s 1 54 145 30 21 3 104 61 21
Totals 83 173 277 51 22 124 261 81 21
It was observed that the students whom a majority of teacher s
had designated as normals had received a number of D and Incom-
plete subject grades in the Spring quarter of 1967; it was also
ob served that the students whom a majority of teacher s had desig-
nated as malperformer s had received a large proportion of satisfac-
tory subject grades for the same grading period. The number of D
and Incomplete grades received by the malperformer group was com-
pared with the number received by the normal group. A test of sig-
nificance of this relationship yielded:
Chi2 = 10 . 91, d. f. = 1, p. < . 01 Rejec t null hypo the sis
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The direction of the difference observed indicated that the m.alper-
form.ing group did receive significantly m.ore D and Incom.plete
grades than the norm.al group.
Behavior grades were also com.pared for the InalperforIner
group and the norInal group. A grade of U or N indicated unaccept-
able behavior, while a grade of E or S indicated acceptable behavior.
The total num.ber of U and N grades received by the m.alperform.ers
was com.pared to the nUInber earned by the norm.al group. By inspec-
tion it was determ.ined that the difference between the groups in
behavior grades was in the same direction and greater than for the
subject grades. Therefore, no test of significance was perform.ed,
and it was accepted that m.alperform.ers received significantly m.ore
Nand U behavior grades than did the norm.al group.
1. Q. scores were obtained froIn the school records. It was
observed that the m.alperforIners had m.ore 1. Q. scores below 100
than the norInal group. This difference was tested for significance
and the result of this test was:
Chi2 = 1.89, d.f. = 1, p. > .10 Null hypothesis not rejected
A true difference between the norm.al and m.alperform.ing groups in
1. Q. scores was not supported by the results obtained.
It was observed froIn a comparison of birthdates of normals
and malperforIner s that the range in age did not appear to have a
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relationship to malperformance. Therefore, this factor was not
inve stigated fur ther ~
When the Modified PBI was administered to the students, two
additional questions were asked: "Do you feel your teachers are
fair?" and "Do you think your teacher s like you?" Of the 60 students
in the class, 51 said they felt the teacher s were fair. Of the other 9-,
4 had been designated normal by all the teachers, 3 had been desig-
nated malperformer s by one teacher, and 2 had been de signated mal ...
performer s by three or more teacher s.
Forty-five of the students said they felt the teacher s liked
them. Of the other 15, 8 had been designated normals by all the
teachers, 1 had been designated a malperformer by two teachers,
and 6 were de signated malperformer s by three or more teacher s.
Only 3 students said they felt their teacher s neither liked them.
nor were fair. One of these had been designated a normal by all the
teacher s.
Thus, 85% of the class said the teachers were fair; 75% of the
class said they felt their teacher s liked them. Of the students who
said they had doubts about whether their teacher s liked them or were
fair, about half had been designated normals by a majority of the
teachers. Only 3 students out of the entire class responded nega-
tively to both questions.
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The broader im.plications of the findings set forth above for the
fields of Social Work and Education will be discussed in the following
chapter.
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CHAPTER IV
SUMMAR Y AND CONCLUSIONS
Summary of Study
The 1966-67 seventh grade class at Creston School was
described by the teachers, principal, and the School Social Work
Department as a seriously ma1performing group of students, in fact,
it was de scribed as the mo st difficult that the school had encountered.
This malperformance was described primarily in terms of social
behavior but also included underachievement. The original intent of
this study was to explore the factors impinging on these students
which could contribute to this malperformance.
The study group soon realized that the term malperformance,
even when stated more specifically, as underachievement or behavior
problem, was subjective and nebulous. It does not refer directly to
the behavior of a student, but rather to a judgment about that behav-
ior. It was noted that criteria for judging whether a student is or is
not a ma1performer vary both within a particular school and among
schools. Standards for student performance, both academic and
social, may also vary within the same school at different times.
Therefore, it is difficult, and sometimes impossible, to know the
type, extent and degree of behavior a student is exhibiting which
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results in the teacher or the school considering his perform.ance to
be unacceptable.
Since these students were described as such a m.alperform.ing
class, the study group decided that the class presented an excellent
opportunity to examine what criteria were being used, how uniform.
these criteria were, and how the teachers applied these criteria in
judging individual student behavior. Such a study could m.ake sig-
nificant contributions to the fields of Education and Social Work in
under standing what is involved when teacher s label a child a malper ...
form.er.
The fact that this class had such a large proportion of students
who were described as m.alperform.ers also presented an unusual
oppor tunity to examine how students de signated as m.alperformer s
perceived their own behavior, and to com.pare their self-ratings with
ratings by the teachers.
In attempting to determ.ine the criteria used to judge a particu ...
lar type of behavior, one can determ.ine what the per son who use s
the criteria can verbally express about them.' "This:descriptiori bfthe
criteria, however, is not as important as how they operate in prac-
tice. Therefore, in this study, m.ost of the emphasis was placed on
exploring relationships between who was designated as a malper-
form.er, how m.any teacher s agreed, and whether the students judged
their own behavior the sam.e as the teacher s rated their behavior.
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The use of a standardized rating scale of student behavior, the Pupil
Behavior Inventory developed by Vinter and Sarri (l), provided
more than 10, 000 ratings of behavior of this class on items which
had been found reliable in distinguishing malperforming students
from normal students. The use of a modified version of this scale,
adapted to obtain student ratings of their own behavior, provided
more than 2, 000 self-ratings by students on the same items. These
rating scales were referred to in this study as the Standard PBI and
the Modified PBI, respectively.
The Pupil Behavior Inventory consists of 34 items, divided into
five different dimensions of student behavior. These dimensions
are: ; classroom conduct, academic motivation and performance,
socio-emotional state, teacher dependence, and personal behavior.
The main questions expl<hred in this study were:
1. How consistent are the teacher s in their stated criteria
for malperformance, and, more important, how consistent are the
teacher s in designating students as malperformer s?
2. What is the relationship between teacher designation as a
malperformer and teacher ratings of student behavior on the Stand-
ard PBI?
3. What is the relationship between teacher ratings of behav-
ior on the Standard PBI and student ratings of their own behavior on
the Mod ified P BI ?
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4. How do the Standard PBI scores of the Creston seventh
grade class compare with the scores of the Detroit groups originally
studied by Vinter and Sarri? (2)
5. Is the fact that a student is designated a malperformer
reflected in his grades, both behavior and academic?
6. Is there a relationship between teacher designation of a
student as a malperformer and the 1. Q score of the students?
Critique of Study
The study group believed that this study about malperformer s
resulted in important findings for the fields of Education and Social
Work. The findings were considered valid because the research
method was cautious and as rigorous as field conditions would allow,
and because the statistical procedures chosen yielded conservative
estimates of population parameters. The findings in every case
were supported solidly by the data obtained.
A source of frustration to the study group was the inability due
to time limitations to explore all the relationships which the 12, 000
behavior item ratings presented for possible examination. As the
study progressed, more and more po ssible areas of inquiry became
evident. In this respect, the project may have been overly ambiti~
ous, but the fact that further areas of examination became apparent
fulfilled part of the purpo se of the study.
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There was no question that this class had been a very serious
problem to the school. It was unfortunate that the study could not
attempt to determine the possible factors impinging on the malper-
forming students, as originally requested by the school. However,
the results of the study are pertinent to the school situation,and, as
discussed later, have implications for teachers and the school sys-
tem.
Summary of Findings
The following are the major findings of this study:
1. Malperformance was defined quite differently by different
teachers. All included unacceptable social conduct, some excluded
underachievement, some included attitudes as well as performance.
None specifically mentioned the degree of a certain trait as impor-
tant for their criteria of malperformance, although with some
teachers it was implied. Many of the phrases which the teachers
used were difficult to interpret in terms of the specific behavior to
which the phrases referred.
2. When one teacher designated a student as a malperformer,
there was only a 530/0 marginal probability that some other teacher
would agree. While they all agreed that 21 of the students were
normals there was perfect agreement about only 3 malperformers.
There were just as many students for whom the ratio of agreement
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was low as there were for whoITl the ratio of agreeITlent was high.
3. Although many different students were designated as mal~
perforITlers by the different teachers, there was no significant differ-
ence (.05 level) in the nUITlber of students which each teacher desig-
nated as ITlalperformer s.
4. Students whom a ITlajority of teacher s had designated as
norITlals rated their own behavior very clo se to teacher ratings;
students whom a majority of teacher s designated as m.alperforITler s
rated their own behavior m.uch higher than the teacher ratings. This
saITle relationship was observed for girls and boys, respectively,
as groups.
5. No group tendency was observed for students rated very
high or very low by teachers to rate theITlselves ITlore toward the
average. In fact, the range and distribution of teacher ratings and
self-scores were almost identical.
6. When a majority of teacher s agreed that a student was
either a norm.al or a malperforITler there was a po sitive relation-
ship, significant at the. 01 level of confidence, between teacher
designation and scores on the Standard PBI.
7. When a ITlajority of the teacher s agreed that a student was
either a norm.al or a malperforITler there was a po sitive relation-
ship, significant at the. 01 level of confidence, between this teacher
designation and scores on the Modified PBI.
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8. A correlation of .32 was obtained between the Standard
and Modified FBI scores, in the academ.ic motivation and perform~
anc e dimension. This low, po sitive correlation was significant at
the . 01 level of confid enc e.
9. Teacher ratings of student behavior by use of the Standard
FBI distinguished between normals and malperformers at the. 01
level of confidence in all dimensions except teacher dependence.
10. There was no significant difference between the means of
the Standard and Modified FBI scores of the Creston seventh grade
class and the means of the scores reported for the Detroit group of
students studied by Vinter and Sarri. Although the differences were
not significant, it was observed that the malperformers at Creston
had lower mean scores in every dimension of the Standard FBI than
the Detroit malperformers, while scores for the normals at Creston
were higher in every dimension except teacher dependence. The
Creston class total score was slightly higher than the total score for
Detroit male students. This was an unexpected result since the
Creston class was reported to be such a seriously malperforming
group.
11. Students designated as malperformer s by a majority of
teachers received a greater number (significant at the. 01 level of
confidence) of D and Incomplete subject grades than did the normal
group.
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12. Students designated as malperformers by a majority of
the teachers received a greater number (significant at the. 01 level
of confidence) of grades which indicated unacceptable or undesirable
social behavior than did the normal group.
13. There were no significant differences between the normal
group and malperformer group in the number of 1. Q. scores above
and below 100.
14. A large majority of the students said they felt the teacher s
were fair (85%) and that the teachers liked them (75%). Of the other
students, about half had been designated as normals by a majority of
the teacher s. Only three students stated the teacher s neither liked
them nor were fair, and one of these was designated a normal by all
the teachers,
Implications for Education and Social Work
The findings of this study have important implications for both
school personnel and social workers. Educators not only work within
the school system but are also instrumental in determining its char-
acter. Social workers act as consultants to educators, and often
work to improve the system itself, as well as the performance of the
children within that system. This study did not attempt to examine
the entire social system of the school. The fact that the study was
limited to an examination of how teachers reacted to students and
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how the students reacted to the teacher s, provided valuable insight
into one of the most important aspects of this social system.
The fact that the teachers in this school differ in their criteria
for malperformance and in the students de signated as malperformer s
reflected a difference in the standard s that operated within the school
system. It is important that students clearly under stand what is
expected in their immediate behavior and have a commitment to the
long-range goals of the school. The fact that the malperforming
students rated their behavior much higher than the teacher s rated it
could reflect this lack of clarity of expectations. Since earlier
studies demonstrated that inefficient achievers are more self-
accepting than efficient achievers, it is essential, particularly for
malperforming students, that the school constantly maintain its
efforts to develop consistency and clarity in its expectations on all
levels.
On the other hand, the fact that the malperforming students,
as a group, rated their own behavior lower than the other students
rated their behavior indicated that even students reported to be seri-
ous malperformers are aware of expectations about their behavior.
This is a hopeful sign, in that efforts to increase clarity and consist-
ency of standards can be expected to be rewarded in terms of less
distortion of these standards by malperforming students.
It was observed that teachers were not consistent in their
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selection of which students were lllalperforlllers. Social workers,
in their need to expend their tillle ITlore efficiently, should utilize
this inforll1ation in determining which students to serve. It was
demonstrated that when a lllajority of teachers agree about a student,
more confidence can be placed in the reliability of these teacher
judglllents.
The one teacher (Industrial Arts) who taught only the boys in
this class designated only 9 out of the 35 boys as lllaiperformers.
The other teachers indicated that frolll one~third to one~half of the
entire class were lllaiperformers. Prior studies have shown that
boys exhibit a greater alllount of disruptive behavior than girls,
while teacher soften expec t the sallle conforlllity frolll boy s that they
do frolll girls. It would be difficult to deterllline with any degree of
certainty whether more boys in this class actually exhibited unaccept-
able behavior, since the teacher who taught only boys indicated he
considered only 9 of thelll to be malperformer s. This finding high-
lights the general observation of this study that it was the expecta-
tions and standards of the individual teacher which determined
whether a student was considered a lllaiperforlller, as llluch as, or
even more than, the actual behavior of the students.
The Standard PBI can be a useful instrulllent for the school to
use to deterllline more specifically what types of behavior a reported
lllalperform.er is exhibiting, thus enabling the school to m.ore
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carefully decide an appropriate course of corrective action for the
student. It can be equally useful to social worker s serving the
school s, to help them determine the level of expec tations within the
school, and the types and extent of unacceptable behavior of particu-
lar students. It is relatively easy and quick to administer in terms
of the amount of information obtained. The tirn.e involved in scoring
can be rn.ore than balanced by the increased assurance that treatment
tirn.e is expended on the rn.ost needful students. If the Standard PBI
were used extensively, machine scoring should be considered.
The Modified PBI, as an instrurn.ent for rn.easuring student
self-ratings of their own behavior, dern.onstrated sufficient indica-
tions of validity to rn.erit further study. The self-report approach
is based on the fact that the subject has had an unusually good oppor-
tunity to observe hirn.self in a variety of situations, so he can, if he
wishes, give a helpful estirn.ate of his behavior. The irn.pression of
the study group was that alrn.ost all the students were willing to give
an honest picture of thern.selves as they perceived thern.selves. Dis-
tortion is always a problern. in self-report tests, but a large part of
the purpose of the Modified PBI was to deterrn.ine the degree of dis-
tortion in student self-ratings. Thus, particularly when students
feel free to give an honest picture of thern.selves, the Modified PBI
could be a very useful instrurn.ent. Further studies of reliability
could deterrn.ine the stability of self-ratings over tirn.e, and establish
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its usefulness in terInS of cOInparing self-ratings to teacher ratings,
and to the actual behavior of the student.
The reasons given by those students who said they felt the
teacher s did not like theIn or were not fair to theIn have iInplications
for anyone re sponsible for controlling the behavior of students, at
least of this age group. Many said the teachers were not fair because
they were treated better than other students; girls, as well as boys,
cOInplained that teacher s let girls get away with Inore than the boys.
The boy with one of the highest 1. Q scores felt teachers got Inore
angry at other boys than at hiIn although he did the saIne thing they
did. SOIne said they did not think it was fair when they received
higher grades than they had really earned. On the other hand, Inal-
perforIning students reported Inore expected reasons, such as the
teachers "don't give Ine a chance to prove Inyself. ff The iInplication
can be drawn that students desire impartiality.
Other complaints about teacher s consisted mainly of comInents
about not enough discipline and not enough work expected of the stu-
dents. Particular teacher s were "too soft, fa "let kid s do what they
want, fI ''kids are boss, ff fldon't act the same all the time." Thus,
inconsistent expectations and lack of firmness were the Inost fre-
quent complaints of stud ents from their point of view, which ind icate s
that the students themselves, even though they may resist expecta-
tions, desire that they be clear, consistent, and enforced.
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Suggestions for Further Research
Many of the areas which could be profitably studied further
have been c;liscussed in detail above and will not be repeated here.
The study in general supported the conclusion of Vinter and
Sarri, that the standards and procedures of the individual school
system are involved in the identification of malperforming students,
and influence the corrective action undertaken, and may even help to
perpetuate undesirable behavior. Studies of school malperformance,
like studies of most human behavior, point to the fact that any behav-
ior has multiple causes. For any single factor associated with
unde sirable behavior, such as social and economic background,
divorced parents, working mothers, age of entrance to school, there
will be those individuals who produce well despite the handicaps of
one or /several of these factors. It is the school system that must
develop within itself the means to enable it to deal more effectively
with whatever behavior and attitudes the student presents. Further
studies of the standards and procedures for the evaluation of behavior
were certainly indicated by this study.
More specifically, a demonstration research project as origi-
nally intended in this study, not only might identify factors associ-
ated with malperformance which are independent of the school system,
but could help the school establish more consistency in evaluating
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student behavior. Such a project might also assist the school in
developing more effective methods of coping with such behavior
within the classroom and the school.
The study group found that many preconceived ideas about mal-
performance which they had were corrected in the process of this
study. All profited from an increased appreciation of the many diffi-
cult problems faced by school per sonnel in their attempts to deal
with underachievement and undesirable behavior. It also increased
the group's awareness of the cOITlplex process involved in the identi-
fication of probleITl students and the variety of standard s which inhere
in the school systeITl. Perhaps this study can be equally beneficial
to both educators and social workers who work in these areas and
desire to do a ITlore effective job in assisting students to get the
maximuITl from their po tential s.
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MODIFIED PUPIL BEHAVIOR INVENTOR Y
Pupil Name Interviewer
-----------....,....--
Do you show initiative? (Do you start things without
being told?)
Do you blame other s for trouble?
Are you resistant to the teacher? (Do you oppose,
balk at what the teacher wants ?)
Are you alert and interested in school work?
2
I
I
2'
_ Do you attempt to manipulate adults? (Do you use adults~l
to get what you want?)
_"__ Do you appear depressed (low)? 3
_ Do you retain learning well? (Remember things well ?) 2
__ Do you have absences or truancies (skipping)? 5
_Are you withdrawn and uncommunicative? (Are you shy?_3
Don't talk to people much?)
__ Do you complete assignments? 2
__ Do you influence other s toward troublemaking?
__ Do you have inappropriate (unsuitable) per sonal
appearance?
I
5
_"__ Do you seek constant reassurance? (Need to get teach- 4
er's assurance and approval ?)
Are you motivated toward academic performance? (Do 2
you try to do well in school?)
__" Are you impulsive? (Do you act without thinking?)
Do you lie or cheat?
I
5
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__ Do you have positive (real) concern for your education? 2
.__ Do you require continuous supervision? (Do you have 1
to be continuously watched?)
_ Are you aggressive toward peer s? (Do you start fights, 1
ar guments ?)
__ Are you disobedient?
__ Do you steal?
_ Are you friendly and well-received by other pupils?
__ Are you easily led into trouble?
1
5
3
1
_ Are you resentful of (don't like) criticism or discipline? _1
__ Ar e you he si tant (afr aid, unc er tai~) to try, or do you
give up easily?
2
__ Are you uninterested in subject matter? (Do you lack 2
interest in what is taught in classes?)
_._ Do you disrupt (upset) classroom procedures? 1
_Do you swear or use obscene (dirty) words? 5
__ Do you appear generally happy? 3
__ Do you have poor per sonal hygiene (cleanline s sand 5
health care)?
__ Are you possessive of the teacher? (Do you try to get a 4
lot of the teacher's time and attention ?)
_ Do you tease or provoke (stir up) students? 1
__ Are you isolated? Do you have few or no friends? 3
_ Do you show positive (good) leadership? 2
PORTLAND STATE tOLLEGE UBRJUU
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERVIEWING
After general introductory remarks to set the student at ease,
the Modified PBI was explained in the following standardized way:
I would like to explain what we are going to do today. I am
going to ask you about some thing s that all students do or feel to
some extent. I would like you to tell me how often each of these
descriptions applies to you.
Your individual answer s will not be shared with the school or
your parents. There is no right or wrong answer. You will not be
graded. On this rating scale, please point to the word whi.ch best
describes you as I read each description. Feel free to stop me or
ask any questions if something is not clear.
(Administer Modified PBI. )
Now I would like to ask you two questions which are a little
different. You won't need to use the rating scale because we just
want to know what you think. These questions are about your
teacher.
(Ask two que stions. )
(Alma st Never)
Sc ale to Which Students Pointed in Rating Behavior
IN SCHOOL
(Almost Always)
Very Infr equently Infrequently Sometimes Frequently Very Frequently
-J
U1
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PUPIL BEHAVIOR INVENTORY
Pupil Name _ Teacher _
Please write in for each item the letter(s) of the rating chosen for this pupil (see alter-
natives in box). It is not necessary to spend a great deal of time in assessing the pupil.
Please answer all items, even if you are uncertain or have little information. If you
cannot answer an item, please write in "don't know."
Leave Blank
ALTERNATIVE RATINGS
VF--Very Frequently
F--Frequently
S--Sometimes
I--Infrequently
VI--Very Infrequently
________~Shows initiative
__________Blames others for trouble
_______~Resistant to teacher
_______~Alert and interested in school work
_______~Attempts to manipulate adults
_________Appears depressed
_________Learning retained well
_______~Absences or truancies
_________Withdrawn and uncommunicative
_________Completes assignments
_________Influences others toward troublemaking
__________Inappropriate personal appearance
__________Seeks constant reassurance
_______~Motivated toward academic performance
_________Impulsive
_________Lying or cheating
Positive concern for o\Yn education
---------
_________Requires continuous supervision
_______~Aggressiveto\.,rard peers
_______~Disobedient
Steals
--------
_________Friendly and well-received by other pupils
_________Easily led into trouble
__________Resentful of criticism or discipline
__________Hesitant to try, or gives up easily
__________Uninterested in subject matter
________~Disrupts classroom procedures
Swears or uses obscene words
---------
_______~Appears generally happy
_________Poor personal hygiene
Possessive of teacher
---------
_________Teases or provokes students
__________Isolated, few or no friends
_________Shows positive leadership
__2
__1
__1
__2
__1
__3
__2
__5
---'
----.J.
-l
-5
--~
--:..-..l.
__1
-"
__2
~
----l
-l
---5
---3
---l
---l
~
~
--l
----3
--3
~
~
--l
__3
__2
